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May 2. 2011 

Via Electronic Mail and 1}.S.P.$. 

David Navecky 
Surface Transpurtaiion Board 
395 U Sircci. SW 
Washingion. I5C 2042.3 
Aiieniion; Rnvironmenial Filing 
Dockei No. PD 35093 
navcckyd@sib.doi.gov 

l<«: Sierra Club Comments on Alaska Railroud Port MacKenzie KHII Line Extension 

Dear Mr. Navecky; 

The Sierra Club and Cook Inleikecpcr have reviewed ihe draft and final Uiwironmenial Impact 
Slalement (EIS) for (he proposed Pon MacKenxic Kail Hxiension project and provide the 
loiiowing comments. 

The Sierra Club is a nuiionwidc non-protlt membership organizaiion wilh over 600.000 members 
nationwide, and almosi 1,300 members in Alaska. The Sierra Club is dedicated lo exploring, 
enjoying, and protecting die wild places oflhe Earth; lo practicing and promoiing ihc responsible 
use of Ihe Karth's resources and ecoĵ ystcms: lo educating and enlisting humanity io proiect and 
rfsiore the quality orihe natural and human environment; and lo using all lawful means to carry 
out these objcciives. The organization educates ihe public about the impacis uf coal mining, 
transport, and eon.<iumption and advocaies lbr policies that encourage cleaner sources of energy. 
The SieiTa Club's concerns encompass ihe exploration, enjoymeni and protection oflhe air and 
waters in Alaska, and many Sieira Club members visii and use ihc lands that would be alTectcd 
by this project for recreational and aesiheiic purposes such as hiking, dog sledding and nature 
study and enjoyment. 

Cook Inleikecpcr, formed in 1995. is a communiiy-based nonprotli organizaiiun that combines 
advocacy, education and .science. The organization's mission is lo proicci Alaska's Cook Inlci 
watershed and the life it sustains. Inleikecpcr moniiors the Cook Inlet, educates the public, and 
focuses advocacy effoits on stewardship and encouraging cilizen panicipaiion. llie Cook Inlel 
wiiiershed is a specuLular ei:osysiem covering 47.000 .square miles of Souihccniral Alaska. The 
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wr'aiershed is home lo mosi Alaskans and extends from Mi. McKinley in the nonh to the GuH'of 
Alaska along the souih central coast of Alaska. The Cook Inlei watershed would be impacted by 
ihc propo.sed Port Mackenzie rail project. 

The National Knvironmental Policy Aci (NLPA) is our -ba.sic national chaner for the proieciion 
of ihe environment." 40 C.F.R. !j 1500.1. To accomplish these purposes, NliPA requires all 
agencies oflhe federal governmem to prepare a "deiailed staierncni" thai discusses the 
environmental impacts of, and reasonable aliernalives In. ull "major Federal actions significanily 
affeciing the quality oflhe human environment." 42 U.S.C. {} 4332(2XC). The EIS must 
"provide fiill and fair discussion of significam environmental impacis and shall infonn decision
makers and ihe public ofthe reasonable aliernalives which would avoid or minimize adverse 
impacts or enhance the qualiiy oflhe human environment." 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1. I'or ihe reasons 
stated below, the 1:IS is legally and lechnically flawed. Accordingly, the Sierra Club and Cook 
Inleikeeper requesi That the Surface Transporlalion Board conclude ihe Pon MacKenzie rait 
project will eause significant and irreparable environmeniai harm and reject the proposed action. 

Although NHPA does not require a panicular substantive oumomc. it docs require federal 
agencies lO take a "hard look" ai ihe cnvironnicnial impacis of proposed agency actions. See 
RoherLion v. Methow Valley Citizens Council. 490 U.S. 332. 350 (1989); 42 U.S.C. § 4331 el. 
aeq. To take a "hard look" under NEPA. agencies niu.st consider ihe relevant factors and the 
important aspects of their actions. See Friends oflhe linundary Waters tVildernesa v. Doinbeck, 
164 F.3d 1115, 1128 (8ih Cir. 1999). Ff an agency approves a major federal action without 
taking a hurd look at its impacts, a coiu-i must sci aside the agency action as arbitrary and 
capricious. .See Robertson, 490 U.S. al 350; 5 U.S.C. § 706. One of NEPA's fundamental 
purposes is to demonstrate that Uie agency has properly considered the environmental 
consequences of its actions and given the public an opportunity to respond to the agency's 
disclosures. .See Robertson, 490 U.S. at 349 (explaining that NEPA "guaraniccs that the relevanl 
informaiion will be made available to the larger audience that may ul.so play a role in both the 
decision-makhig process and ihe implemeniaiion nf ihat decision"). 

The environmental review for the proposed Port MacKenzie rail project falls far shon ofthe 
standard NEPA and federal courts have held is required for un EIS in lerms of analysing impacis 
to water resources. Hsh and aquatic .species, and wetlands, .^ddilionally. ihe EIS failed to analyze 
cumulative and indirect climate impaL-ts from greenhou.se ga^ emissions nnd indirect air and 
water quality impacts, a.s explained in detail below. 

I. Tht: FEIS Failed to Adequately Examine impucLs to Water llcsourccs. 

The r.lS fails lo take Lhc requisite -hard look*' al impacts m waier resources, fhe FJS notes in 
•several places that the Board imends to comply with sinie and federal permiis. The IIIS does not. 
however, provide enough information lo deu:rmine whether any [if ihe project aliernalives can 
comply wilh ihe federal Clean Water Acl {CWAV There i.s nn question ihai the rail extension 
will require dredging and filling hundreds of acres of wetlands, even under the environmenuilly 
prelerred ultemalive idenlified in the EIS. EIS at S-20. Seciion 404 oflhe CWA prohibits the 
(Iredginy or filling of wetlands wilhoui first receiving a § 40-l(b) permii from ihe U.S. Army 
Corp.s()f r.ngincer.i. .13 U.S.C ij rU4. fhe Turps lus .idopied siringeni guidelines ihal plaee 
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various obligations on the pcrmiiee before receiving a 404 permii. For instance, a 404 permii 
may not be is.sued ifthere is a practicable aliernaiive that would have less adverse impacis on 
atjuaiie resources. 40 C.K.R, g 230.10-12; .site Bering Slraii Ciiizensfor Responsible Resource 
IJev. V U S. .•trmy i arps qf Engineers, 524 l-.3d 938. 946 (9th Cir, 2008) (discussing the 404 
permiiiing process). Additionally, under ihe 404 Guidelines, a pennit may not be issued unless 
the project proponent takes appropriate and praciicable steps to minimize the impacis oflhe 
discharge on ihe aquatic ecosystem. 40 C.I'.R. § 230.1 Old). Even ihen. if the projeci is not 
walcr'depcndani (i.e., involves operation and consimction of a rail line) diere is a .sirong 
presiimpiiun that praciicable aliernuiives cKlsi with fewer aquatic impacts, and the permit cannot 
be issued unless this presumption is overcome. 40 C.F.R. jj 230,10(a)(3). 

Both the draft and final EIS failed lo provide enough inlbrmaiion to make a reasonable 
determination as to whether discharges of fill material associated with the proposed project can 
comply with the Corps' CWA S 404 Guidelines described above. As described more fully 
below, the F.IS fails to provide adequate information about the impacts to water resources, 
wetlands, and fish species to detemiine whether any ofthe proposed altematives could be 
considered the least praciicable alicrnaiivc. Thus, the EIS fails to meet NEPA's infOTmaiional 
purpose lu "provide l\ili and fair discussion of significant unvironmunial impacis" and fails to 
inform the public and decision makers about potential ahematives lo avoid ur minimiz-e 
environmental impacis. 40 C.lMl. Jj 1502.1. As lhc U.S. Environmeniai Proieciion Agency 
(HPA) summarized in lis comments on the draft EIS, the proponent has not provided sufficient 
informaiion lo determine whether a less harmful practicable alternative exists. Far from 
correcting this omis.sion in the final draft, the final IZIS simply dismisses F.PA's concern by 
noiing thai sueh informution "will be developed as the subsequent permit process takes place." 
EIS ai 23-68. 

2. The KElS Failed lo Adequately Examine Impacts to Fish and Other Aquatic 
Kcsuurccs. 

F.ach oflhe proposed ahematives, aside from the "no projeci" ahemative. would resull in 
significant impacts lo wetlands, surface waters, and the anadromous salmon that rely on these 
waters. As noied by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in iis commenis on ihe drat^ 
EIS. the proposed rail line would cut through areas designaled as "cssentiiil fish habitat" Ibr 
anadromous salmon. Despite acknowledging Uiese impacts, neither the draft nor final EIS 
provides enough information to determine tlie full exienl ofthe Impacts on fish. To 
iipprnpriaicly analy/.e the impacis lo fish Species, the agency firsi must collect belter Aa\a on the 
extent to whieh fish will be present at the proposed ten lo eighteen .stream crossings. As NMFS 
cdmmenied, the project proponent conducted extremely limiied fisheries .siudies thai cannoi 
serve as the basis for any sound estimates of die project's impacts to fish. One-week surveys like 
the ones prepared for ihe EIS do not provide enough data for scientifically defensible 
conclusions about fish impacts. The F.lS's reliance on such a limiied sphere of data blatantly 
Jisrcuards ihc NEPA "hard look doctrine."' 
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3. The FKIS Failed to Adequately Examine Impaets to \Vctiand.s. 

The surveys ihe project proponent used lo a,ssess the quanliiy, fLinclion, and quality oflhe 
wetlands that the project will impact are similarly flawed. .Although the EIS goes to some length 
cataloguing the ways in which consiniciion of a rail line could impact surface waters and 
weliands, the studies conducted to detennine how much ofthese waier.s and wciland.s will 
actually be impacied are inadequate The EIS noies thai impacts to weilands and surface waters 
could re.suli from several aspects of the propo.sed project, including clearing and grading, 
c:<ca\'ation work, and eonfiiruction iif roads, bridges, and culverts. Final KiS (I'EIS) al S-17. 
Although the F.IS does estimate lhc total acres of wetlands impacied by the projeci, as noted by 
NMFS in its commeni.s. ihc rapid as.sessmeni and aerial suivey methods used to prepare the EIS 
are likely to significantly underestimate the amount of weliands impacied by the project. NMFS 
recommended lhc project proponeni undenake thorough wetlands surveys and llinciional 
assessments in order to accurately determine ihe amount, function, and qualiiy of wetlands that 
will be losl as a result oflhe project. The final EIS dismisses NFMS' comment by baldly 
asserting, without any suppon, ihat the level of deuiil that NI-'MS suggested would be necessary 
to determine auuial impacts to wetlands i.s not required under NEPA. FEIS at 23-107. 

Additionally, the F.IS dra.stically underesiimates lhc impacis ii> wetlands by limiting the 
evaluation of weilands impacted to the rail line fooipriiit, even though ihc EIS acknowledges that 
impacis to weliands will occur outside the rail footprint. FEIS iii 4.5-10. Raiher than undertake 
lhc "hard look" required hy NEPA, the EIS docs noi even aitcmpi to assess these impacts, 
instead dismissing the concern as too difficuli lo determine, noting: "|i Impacts outside the rail 
line fooiprinl cannoi be quantitatively assessed," Id. The EIS ihcn states that such impacts 
depend on various factors, including the type of wetland eros.scd, the elTcciivene.ss ofthe 
drainage structures, and proposed avoidance and mitigaiion measures." Id. As noied above, 
however, although proper wetlands surveys could easily dctei-mine each ofthese factors, proper 
surveys have not been done, and, a.s a result, there has been no quantitative analysis of tlie 
project's impacis lo wetlands ihat lie just beyond the rail line fooiprinl. Given that there are at 
least hundreds of acres of wetlands wilhin the footprint, the EIS's failure lo evaluate the impacts 
to v/eilands adjacent to the project represems a major flaw in the Board's environmeniai analysis. 

Additionally, the EIS fails lo meet NEPA requirements by putting off a determination of 
weliands mitigaiion. FEIS at 4.5-27. Under the EIS. the propo.sed compensatory miiigaiion 
measures for loss of weilands have not been detemiined, but could Include uiili/.ing a "wetland 
bank" or creating new weliands. hi. Simply stating thai cnmpen.saiory mitigation would be 
addressed later fails lo comply with NEPA regulations, which require ihat environmeniai 
informaiion must be available to citi/ens and public ofiiciiils before decisions arc made and 
before uclions arc taken. 40 C.I-.R. jj 1 SOO. 1 (b). 

4. 1'he FE18 Failed to Consider All Environmental Impacts Prom the Propo,scd 
Project, Including Cumulutivc and IndirccI Climate Impacts From (Greenhouse 
Gas EmiKsinns. 

NEPA requires lhc consideration ofall dii-eci and indireci impacis stemming from a proposed 
project. 'l"he Council for Environmeniai Quality (CF.Q), which implcmem.s MI'PA al the federal 
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level, has issued draft federal guidance on how to evaluute the elTects of greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions under NEPA.' The I'-'ederal Guidance confimis thai both direct and indireci GHG 
emissions should be evaluated in ihe eonie.xt of "cumulative elTecis" in an EIS if significanl. Id. 
al 5 (".Analysis of emissions sources should take account ofall phases and elements oflhe 
proposed action over its expceicd life, subject lo reasonable limits on feasibility and 
praciieality.") Under the Federal Guidance, NEPA documenis should put direct and indirect 
Gl IG emissions associated with a projeci in the cuniexi oflhe "aggrcgaie effects of past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions" related lo climate. Id. al 9-10. As the guidance 
eonJirms. the duty to evaluate all climate related impacis is not new. Rather, climate is an 
important I'acior lo be considered within NEPA's existing framework. Id. at 11. Funhermore, 
CEQ notes that agencies must take particular care to consider the impacts of elimaie change on 
populations particularly vulnerable to climate change, such as many 'fribal and Alaska Native 
communities.' 

Several cases confirm that NEPA requires evaluation of climate-related impacis even where 
those impucis arc indirectly related lo ihe projeci under review. In a case wilh circumstances 
analogous lo the Port MacKen/ie rail project. klid-Siatits Coalition for Proaress v. Surface 
Trunsporiuiiun Hoard, 345 F.3d 520 (Sth Cir. 2003). ihe Righrh Circuit Court of Appeals 
invalidated aî  EIS lbr a rail consimction project intended to supply coui from the Powder River 
Basin lo power planis because il failed to analyze the emissions of burning the coal ihai would be 
iran.sported by the rail projeci. When the natiin: oflhe projeci's impact is foreseeable, even if the 
I'ull extent is nol, the agency must still analyse such impacts. Id. at 549. The court found that ii 
was reasonably foreseeable ihat the project was going lo increase the country's long-term 
demand for coal and, con.sequenily. the adverse impacts of coal buming. bolh of which should 
have been considered in ihc ElS. Id. 

Similarly, in Border Plant Working (Jruup v. Depariineni of Energy, 260 F. Supp. 2d 997 
(S.D. Cal. 2003), a federal disirici court invalidated a decision to approve transmission lines that 
would eonneci proposed power plants in Mexico to the U.S. power grid because indirect etTects 
were not considered. Tlie court found thai the decision violated NEPA because decision-makers 
failed to consider the impacts ol'the operation oflhe Mexican power plants—including impacis 
on air quality and climaic-—that were closely linked to the transmission lines. The court found 
that the operation oflhe power planis were an "indirect effect" of the irati-smission line project 
because the two were causally linked. Id. 

There is no analysis in the draft or final I--IS iif the reasonably foreseeable cumulative and 
mdireci impaeis of the Pon MacKen^cie rail projeci. which would cause additional mining and 
lUher resource e.Mraciion in the interior part nf the state, and a subsequent increase in coal 
burning and e.\pori. All ofthese uctivities would serve as signilieanl sources of greenhouse gas 
emissions, fhe draft and final EIS fur the Pon MaeKen/ie rail projeci docs address some climaie 

' AvuiJAblcDi: hiip.'/ycL>q h:is.duc.uov.'ni;pB/rL'i;i!/('uiikiJurHiiiin of l-.lTciMs m' rilJCi .I'Jrali 
NI-PA Uiii(l»iic« l-|NAl,.021820IO.pdr. 
' .Se..- i J Lit i t " InbHl Hnd Aiua-kii Niiiive (;oiniimiiilic.'i itiul mainum iliL-ir L-IOSC iiilaliunsliip wilh llu- cyL-Jcii ut'iiaiurk' 
hnvc ub»crvk;il UW k-li-jn{/;i:a ihai aro ulivady undurw^y. incliidini^ lhc mcUiii{|: otptfi-matVosi In Alaiiia, disappcaranci: 
i>i impiiiiiinl spucivN •u'lrir'ir'K, shilling mii^iaiuiii iiiiuems ufcik .ind \'isi\. and lhc drying <i|°luki.'!i and river^i, I'hese 
•.•ITLIIII .IITL-L-I LhL- i i ir \ ivLiI lor hmh liu-ir liv,.'lihoi)d ;inil ilicir vul iur i :" 
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issiiCN in Section 8 and 16 5.6 but.ihe analy.^is is limiied to the rail line's construction and 
opcruiion-related emissions. 

Further, the EIS does acknowledge such indireci consequences oflhe project—increased mining, 
increased exports and higher coal fired power plam emissions—even while failing to analyze lhc 
associated emissions. On page 1-4 oflhe final ElS, the STB rccogni/es thai impacis related in 
mining are reasonably foreseeable: "fflhe Applicant believes thai by creating a rail connection 
wilh Port MacKenzie, ihe proposed project would make die development of cxi.sting naiural 
resources in Interior Alaska, including the coal, limestone, limber, and metallic mineral resources 
along the existing ARRC main line corridor, more economically fejisible." Given that Alaska 
pos.sesscs roughly half the known coal reserves in the U.S.. such increased coal mining is not 
inconsequential and should have been analyzed in the EIS. 

It is widely acknowledged dial the rail project would encourage the increased export and burning 
of coal in Soulh America, .lapan, China and other Asian countries by providing a link from 
Alaska's imcrior to the port, as discussed in a cost-benefit repori aboul the Pon MacKenzie rail 
line expansion.^ Indeed, the Port MacKenzie Master Plan from February 1, 2011. notes thai 
*'fdjue to the design ofthis relatively high speed freight rail extension, and ihc inherent 
iransponaiion cost savings, the amount of coal iransponed over the extension during the second 
five years could be up lo four million tons [of coal] (Metz. 2007a)." (emphasis added)^ Test coal 
shipments have already occurred ai Pon MacKcn/.ie in anticipation of gaining rail access that 
would make regular coal exporus from Pon MacKen/.ie economically tcasiblc' There is no 
analysis of Uie impact of burning 4 million ions of coal each year in Asian or Soulh American 
countries in the drafi or final EIS. I he lack of analysis ofthese significanl greenhouse gas 
impacts in the draii or final EIS disregards NIiPA's'̂  requirement to provide analysis b\' 
reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect impacts. 

Additionally, duu to the increased traffic imd industry that the rail line is expected to bring to 
Port MacKenzie, iherc are plan.s to build a power plant, which may create an additional I million 
tons of coal demand per year.'' In the cumulalive impacts section, the FElS notes ihai the 
''Matanuska Electric Association coal-fired power plant is noi being considered until at least 
2012 (Carter. 2008) and is therefore not corisidered reasonably foreseeable" wiihoui providing 
any additional analysi.s. FI\IS 0-2. Given that these plans arc tied lo the construction oflhe rail 
line—and relate to the coal ihat would be transported by ihe rail line—the emissions from such a 
plant should have been analyzed in ihe F'EIS raihcr than ignored. 

As written, ihe EIS fails to analyze the impact of at least five million tonb of coal each year ihai 
would be etponed and/or used in u ptiwer plant as facilitated by the rail line This amounis to 

' .\vajliihlc ai: htip://'wvv\v.isor.uan,al3skH ctlij/pMhlicalion.VI'MI\. Rajll-Alcnsion.pdr. 
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lmp:.''>vvvw.maisuiiov uN'docinan/doc vjcwliifi-piin mntl.i:nzie'm."isii;r-plan-
iipilaier'inal?iinpi-con-ipnneni&rormai-'raw. 
' Anchoragu llnilj News, .Ium; 10, 301U. Iiiiiv//\vww;ulii.cfim/.''.ni0.<[)fi/(i7.'l.^l I J4J'usihalli-[cs;s-cOiil-loadinii-
ai.lnml. See ulxo Mwi Su Valley l-ronticrsmfin, 
hJiBL'JmmitfrsnjMA'onViirti£Lek/20l.Qi'MMi6^local news.dQc4ctm2a2Qci;em[j374i)(>70.S.ui. I'or ihe icsi shipmum. ihu 
co:il War, imckcil I'rnm a iJMihelli mine in I1i;al;̂  hccuusc ihc rnil L-<i|)iicity AM^, mn yci CM.SI. 
" I'oa MacKuiizic MHsicr rian Updaiu, l-Vtiruar>' 1, 2011. ai p. II. 
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roughly ien million tons of COithat were not accounted for in the EIS, whieh represents about a 
fourth oflhe entire siate of Alaska's annual COj emissions as of 2007,' Additionally, there was 
no analysis oflhe impact from such emissions on populations particularly vulnerable to climate 
change, such as many Tribal and Alaska Native communities. 

5. The FGIS Failed l» Consider thu Project's Indirect Impacts un Air and Water 
Quulit)'. 

•fhe indirect impacts ol'the increased mining, export, :ind burning of coal thji lhc drafi and final 
EIS failed to consider extend beyond grcenliou.se gas emissions. Mining causes a broad array of 
environmental harms ihroiigh eontaminiiiiun of air. surlace and groundwater. Transportation of 
coal over long distances also has significant environmeniai imp^icis, including the fossil fuel 
ajnsumpiion of moving large volumes oi'maierial over long distances via boat as well as the 
diesel pulluiiun from the rail line. 

liurning ihe coal exported abroad also poses a significant risk of mercuiy pollution, which comes 
from coal-fired power plants. In Alaska, the major source of mercury pollution is coul'fircd 
power planis in Asia that travels lo Alaska via the air and ocean currents." Mercury can cause 
advui-se health elTects, including learning and developmental disorders, cardiovascular disease, 
und immune suppression. The slate of Alaska issued a fish consumption advisory because 
mercury is already a severe problem in the .siate.̂  Consequently, the EIS should have analyzed 
mercury impacts from coal ihal this rail project would faciliiate 

Moreover, data shows that open coal train cars the type of rail car commonly used to transport 
.coal—lose huge volumes of coal dusi during transportation, which is a significanl air and water 
quality issue. ^ Coal dust is a ballast safety issue and has been linked to train derallmenls, as 
di.scussed in a recent proceeding before this agency where the S Tl) found coal dusi to be "a 
pernicious balla-si ibulani."" The draft and final EIS address some dust impacts on vegetation 
near the rail line from construction, but neither document examines the serious impacts known to 
be caused by coal dust from the rail transporiaiion of coal, another reasonably foreseeable 
indireci impact which was not analyzed in the EIS. 

Fur the foregoing reasons, ihc Sierra Club and Cook Inleikecpcr respcclfully urge the Surface 
Transportation l^oard to conclude ihai the Port MacKenzie rail project will cause significant, 
irreparable environmental harm und reject ihe proposed project. In the aliernaiive, wc requesi 

'VMc K-h un pui((; S-0 iH'ihu FI'IS esiiinoics t.l4l inciric imis iii'COiduriiiii rail ei)n:!lruL-iiiin and 2,606 metric 
ions jrCO..diirinti mil operation. Alaska'N 2(107 CUiumishions can b« found in l{PA 2009. State CO3 Emissions 
I'rotn fossil I'uel L-umbusiion, 1990-2007, availubk: 
hiip://www.cpu.|<i)v<£iaK'loi:alclimaie/do<;iinii;nu/pdr'C02l-l'C. 2007 pdf 
" l>hysiciiln.̂  Tor bocinl Ruspunslbiliiy, hnp:/.'w\vw psr.i>rij/ni:w!i-cvcnis/i.'vi2iiis/mcrciiry-pallutiun-iii-alaska.hlinl-
' Availahlu iii: )\llp:,''www.h.ss.:iiaTe.ak us/pre>.v'20u7/pdl7prl()l5t)7riMi-(;uiisiinipiion-l'uui,s.pdr. 
" Acc.iirdln.k; lu llurlingion Ni^rrhem Siiiii:i Kc ("BNSF") siudius. .SOU to 2.000 lbs ol'coul unn be losi in ihe rorm of 

dust lbr each rail car, In oihur ,<iiudies, a^ain accordini* ici I1NSI-. as much as iliree pcrcirni ol'ihe coal in each car 
luriiund 7>6UU lbs per vur) ctin be lost in iho rurm oi'dusi. 
" tifi' Diicision. MJi'ch 2, 2011, Arkunsos HlL-cinc Coopcruiivc .\ssi>ciaLion- Pcuiiun for I^cclaraiory Ordor, Suriat;!: 
I'l jnspMriHiioi'i board. Oockei Nu FD JS3iJfi. .Sa uho 
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dial the Surface Transportation Board withdraw the FEIS and produce a supplemental EIS for 
public review and comment to address the deficiencies in the current FEIS. 

Respectfully Submitted. 

Nathaniel Shoaff, esq. 
Sierra Club Environmental Law Program 
85 Second St. Second Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
Tel: (415) 977-5610 
Fax:(415)977-5793 • 
naihanic1..shoaff(^sicrr aclub.org 

.lessica Yarnall, esq. 
Sierra Club Environmental l.aw Program 
83 Second St, Second I'loor 
San Francisco. CA 94105 
Td: (415) 977-5636 
Fax:(415)977-5793 
jessica.yamall(i^sicrraclub.org 

Mike O'Meara 
Vice Chairman 
Sierra Club Alaska Chapter 
750 W, 2ndAveSiilieI00 
Anchorage. y\K 99501 
Tel: 907-276-404R 
Fax: 907-258-6807 
mikeo[«)horizonsaicllitc.coni 

Boh Shave Ison 
E.xecuiive Director 
Cook Inlctkeepcr 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

1 hereby certify that earlier today a copy of the foregoing Sierra Club and Cook 
Inleikeeper Commenis on die Port Mackenzie Raii BMensLun Project Final 
Environmental Impact Siuiemeni was Liled electronically with the Suri'ace Transponation 
Board und additional copies will he sent today to the following panie.N of record via 
U.S.P.S. mail. 

Christopher Aadnesen 
Alaska Railroad Corporation 
327 W Ship Creek Ave 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Brian Lindamood 
Alaska Railroad Corporalion 
PO Box 107500 
Anchorage, AK 99510-7500 

Kadiryn Kusske Floyd 
Doriiey and Whiiney LLP 
1801 K Street, Suite 750 
Washingion, DC 20006 

Don Perrin 
Ala.ska Department of Natural Resources 
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Christine B. Reichgoti 
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Daniel Robertson 
1301 Snowline Dr. 
Anchorage, AK 99507 

Dated .lune 2, 2011. 
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